This article examines one of the major themes of central Mexican native history-the Aztlan migrations-and attempts to establish its historical validity. Two independent sets of historical accounts are analyzed, revealing considerable consistency and agreement. First, narrative accounts of Prehispanic history concur in the relative arrival order of three major contingents of Nahuatl speaking immigrants: an early Basin or Mexico contingent, followed by one settling the surrounding valleys, and finally the Mexica. Second, arrival dates from diverse local histories throughout the highlands corroborate this tripartite ordering and provide calendar dates for the arrival of the Aztlan migrants. The resulting historical reconstruction is supported by current work in Mesoamerican historical linguistics and by available archaeological data. 
coronations are depicted in terms of chronology and the identification of persons, groups, places and the like. The extent of such "historical accuracy" in a given case is an empirical issue which may be determined by the historical method-source criticism, comparison of independent accounts, and external verification. The goal of this article is therefore not to classify the Nahuatl migration chronicles as true or false, but rather to explore the extent to which they preserve valid, verifiable historical information.
Postclassic Migrations In Central Mexico

Historicity of the Migrations
The arrival in central Mexico of waves of immigrants from a northern direction is one of the major topics covered in the Nahuatl native histories. Because of the manifestly mythological nature of at least some elements of these accounts (see Nicholson 1971:66) and the fact that the very existence of the migrations has been questioned (e.g. Price 1980) , some words should be said at the outset concerning the historical reliability of the migration chronicles. Modern scholarly judgments of their historicity range from the liberal view of Carrasco (1950, 1971 ), who appears to accept most of the accounts at face value as historically accurate, to the conservative position of Nicholson (1971:66) , who is "skeptical of the historicity of these migration accounts." While Nicholson does accept the occurrence of Nahuatl migrations in the Postclassic period, he initially assigned them to a stage before "genuinely historical" accounts begin (1971:47 ). An intermediate position is taken by Kirchoff (1948) and Davies (1980) , who follow the sources and accept the existence of a number of waves of immigrants and attempt to relate these events to the sociopolitical dynamics of Postclassic central Mexico, without necessarily accepting as historical fact all of the details of the accounts. This perspective, also espoused by Gibson (1964:9,21 ) and Nicholson in a later article (1978) , is taken here. Price's (1980) contention that the "Aztecs" (Mexica) were native to the Basin of Mexico and that the migrations did not take place at all is based upon a highly selective reading of a small number of native historical accounts in English translation, and upon a very idiosyncratic and unsupported interpretation of Mesoamerican linguistics (e.g. that Nahuatl has a time depth of several millenia in the Basin of Mexico). Her dismissal of the entire corpus of Nahuatl indigenous history because of its manipulation by the Mexica for political ends is quite extreme and counter-productive.
Price nevertheless does point out an important issue concerning the interpretation of these accounts as historically accurate. The migrations played a significantly ideological role in later Mexica political cosmology (Davies 1980:85f) , and therefore may have been consciously manipulated by the Mexica nobility. Umberger (1981) suggests that because these and other native historical chronicles were used by the Mexica to justify their rule through an elaborate state cosmology, they should not be interpreted as historically valid texts. Two arguments may be advanced against such a notion. First, on a general level, Vansina (1965:49ff) shows that "official traditions," or accounts whose "function is to justify the existing political structure" (1965:51) are still valid as sources of historical information. The Nahuatl histories, although transmitted orally (see Calnek 1978) , relied upon pictorial devices to delineate the passage of years and the nature of the major events included; thus their reliability as "historical" sources is considerably greater than the purely oral traditions analyzed by Vansina (1965) . Nicholson (1971:64-69 ) discusses this issue of "propagandistic bias" and its effects on historical accuracy in some detail. Second, on a specific level, not all of the sources utilized in the present analysis of the composition of the migrant groups are Mexica in origin, while only a few of the sources relied on for dating the migrations derive from Mexica state traditions. Even accepting the biased nature of many of the native historical sources, the method of textual comparison (Vansina 1965:121-139) can compensate for this (see Davies 1973a Davies , 1973b Davies , 1977 Davies , 1980 for examples). Significantly, none of the authors denying the historical validity of the native chronicles (e.g. Price 1980; Umberger 1981) cite more than a very few sources in their discussions.
The Two Migration Themes
The native historical treatments of Postclassic migrating populations may be divided into two themes. The first, which I call the Chichimec migration theme, refers to the central Mexican immigrant peoples as Chichimeca, Tolteca, or derivations of these terms (e.g. Teochichimeca or Tolteca-Chichimeca). "Chichimec" and "Toltect" are general terms which are usually not associated with any particular ethnic or linguistic group. The former refers primarily to nonsedentary hunting populations living to the north of central Mexico, although it may also designate simple farming groups in the north. In the context of the migration accounts, however, the term is extended to cover central Mexican immigrant populations whose ancestors had been either hunters or northern farmers-that is, descendents of"true" Chichimeca (Kirchoff 1948:83) . The term Toltec, on the other hand, designates on a general level the "civilized" element in central Mexican culture-city-dwelling agricultural populations with a long history of sedentary life. It also refers more specifically to the residents of Tollan, the Toltec capital (see Davies 1977:55; 1980: 3-22; Kirchoff 1948) .
These two concepts-Chichimec and Toltec-were important components of ethnic identity in sixteenth-century central Mexico. The Toltec element emphasized a continuity of sophisticated urban culture and at the same time provided a sense of political legitimacy to those polities who could trace their lineages to the Toltec kings (Davies 1973a:22ff) . In contrast, Davies describes the Chichimec element of ethnicity as follows:
The claim to rustic-or 'Chichimec'-ancestors lent color to tales of tribal origins and satisfied a Mesoamerican yearning for a pedigree that spelled progress from rags to riches...the 'rags to riches' legend almost amounted to a status symbol. (Davies 1980:85,86) Both of these terms are used in the historical accounts to describe various migrating groups, although the term Chichimec is far more common.
The second major theme in the accounts may be termed the Aztlan migration theme, and it concerns specifically named ethnic groups who migrated to central Mexico from Aztlan and the seven caves of Chicomoztoc. In this theme, the Mexica represent the last of a series of Nahuatl speaking peoples who made the southward journey into the Basin of Mexico and surrounding valleys. Because the majority of the native historical sources originate with the Mexica, many details of their migration are preserved, including the towns visited, various events along the way, and the chronology of the journey (see Acosta Saignes 1946 or Davies 1973a:1-34). In the face of this relatively abundant data on the Mexica migration, scholars tend to pass quickly over the scanty information on the other Nahuatl groups that preceded the Mexica.
The precise relationship between the Chichimec (and Toltec) migrants of the first theme and the named Nahuatl groups of the second theme is not explicitly dealt with in the native historical sources. Most accounts discuss only one of the two themes, and those that do contain both themes tend to discuss them separately without explicitly tying the two together (e.g. Chimalpahin 1965 Kirchoff 1948) . A comparison of the two themes, however, reveals considerable temporal and geographical overlap between the events portrayed. This finding, together with passages calling the named Nahuatl groups of the Aztlan theme "Chichimeca" and/or "Tolteca" (e.g. Ixtlilx6chitl 1975 , I:306f; Sahagfin 1950-69, bk. 10:197; Chimalpahin 1965:66) suggests that the Chichimec theme and the Aztlan theme in large part describe the same migrations. I argue that the Aztlan migrations are a subset of the Chichimec migrations and comprise all but the earliest of these southward movements of peoples. Before turning to the Aztlan migration theme which is the major focus of this article, some space is devoted to a review of the more inclusive Chichimec migration theme.
The Chichimec Migration Theme
The period from ca. A.D. 1100 to 1400 was characterized by a general deterioration of climate in northern Mesoamerica. Annual rainfall declined, and as a result the Mesoamerican frontier-marked by the rainfall requirements of maize agriculture-moved progressively southward. Armillas (1969) presents the data for this change, and he correlates the climatic shift with the southward migrations of Chichimec populations which are said to begin at roughly the same time. These migrating groups of northern peoples probably played a role in the destruction of Tollan in about A.D. 1175 (see Davies 1977:410-414, 441-466) , although the nature of that role is difficult to determine (Davies 1977:398-408 (1978) , but these address problems other than those under consideration here. The major questions to be asked of the data in Table 1 are: (1) who were the migrant Nahuatl groups? and (2) in what order did they migrate? Before these issues are addressed, the historical sources listed in Table 1 are discussed.
The Sources
Native historical sources on the Aztlan migration theme may be divided into two categories on the basis of whether they explicitly state that the Nahuatl groups migrated consecutively, one after another (sources 1 through 4), or whether they merely list the groups without stating whether there is any temporal or other significance to the ordering of the list (sources 5 through 12). The ordering of the various groups is indicated in Table 1 hGroup 3 in the same source, which is not noted for its accuracy of spelling, is listed as "Atitlalabaca." I interpret this as Cuitlahuaca, since the pronunciation is similar. Also, the fourth group in the Historia de los Mexicanos is Mizquica, and the only other sources who list the Mizquica (nos. 4 and 6) also precede them in order by the Cuitlahuaca.
'Glyph number 3 in the C6dice Azcatitlan is a bow (tlahuitolli). While it is glossed as "Chichimeca" in the Codex, this is probably an error and should be changed to Tlahuica (see discussion in the text).
'There is a difference of interpretation of the unglossed bow glyph in the Tira de la Peregrinaci6n, with some students reading Chichimeca and others Tlahuica; the latter is probably correct (see text for discussion).
kThere is disagreement over the reading of the fifth glyph in the Tira. The corresponding glyph in the C6dice Azcatitlan is glossed "Cuitlahuaca," and Nicholson (1973:21) Sources 11 and 12 are both pictorial codices which exhibit identical series of 8 glyphs for the Nahuatl migrant groups. These glyphs have been labelled with the names of the groups in the Azcatitlan codex, while the Tira is unglossed. For the former, the written names are given in Table 2 ; however, there is reason to believe that at least one of these glosses-"Chichimeca" for the third group-is incorrect (this is discussed below). The unlabelled glyphs in the Tira de la Peregrinaci6n have given rise to disagreements over the interpretation of the third and fifth groups; these are discussed in notes j and k to Table 1 .
The Migrants
Whenever the sources mention the language of the Aztlan migrants, it is invariably Nahuatl; in fact these groups are often referred to as "in naoatlaca" ( Table 1 are discussed in the notes to the table.
The Chichimec Anomaly
As noted above, "Chichimec" is a very broad classificatory term which does not refer to any specific ethnic or linguistic group, and the Nahuatl groups of the Aztlan theme are sometimes referred to collectively as Chichimeca. For this reason, the presence of "Chichimeca" as one of the specific Nahuatl ethnic groups in seven of the twelve sources on the Aztlan migration theme (Table 1) represents an anomaly. I believe that this problem may be resolved in three distinct fashions as follows:
(1) "Chichimeca" in sources 6, 7 and 9 refers to Acolhua; this is indicated in Table 1 . Davies (1980: 114-119) marshalls considerable evidence to show that Acolhua and Chichimeca are synonymous in many sources, and refer in these contexts to early, pre-Nahuatl migrants to the Acolhua area on the eastern shore of Lake Texcoco. Xolotl was the most famous (though perhaps mythological) personage of these Acolhua/Chichimeca, who spoke Otomi or some other Oto-Mangueyan language (ibid). If "Chichimeca" was used to refer to some specific Basin of Mexico ethnic group, Acolhua is the most likely; for example, the Acolhua leaders were called "Chichimecatl tecuhtli" (Ixtlilx6chitl 1975 , I:427ff), and Davies (1980:115-117) provides other supportive examples. Given the association of Chichimec and Acolhua in the case of pre-Nahuatl inhabitants of the Texcoco region and considering the importance of locality in ethnic group names (see above), it is not surprising that "Chichimec" would be used to refer to later Nahuatl immigrants in that area as well. This interpretation is strengthened by the fact that with the possible exception of the two pictorial codices, sources 6, 7 and 9 are the only chronicles of the Aztlan theme that fail to mention the Acolhua by name. Switching Chichimec to Acolhua in these cases brings the sources in line with other treatments of the Aztlan theme and accords with Davies' analysis of the Chichimec/ Acolhua relationship.
(2) "Chichimeca" in sources 3 and 5 refers to migrating peoples, probably not Nahuatl speaking, who preceded the Nahuatl groups of the Aztlan theme proper. In these two sources (which both include the Acolhua), Chichimec is listed as the first migrating group (although Torquemada's ordering is not necessarily significant). In Sahagun's account, the Chichimeca leave Chicomoztoc, followed by the Michoaque (Tarascans), who "travelled there to the west, where the dwell today" (1950-69, bk. 10:195). After these two groups departed, "then the Nahua, the Tepaneca departed," implying that the previous migrants had not been Nahuatl speaking.
(3) "Chichimeca" in sources 11 and 12 is one of two possible readings of the bow glyph which identifies the third group in these pictorial codices; this glyph is more plausibly interpreted as Tlahuica. The glyph is commonly used in pictorial manuscripts to identify individual persons holding bows as Chichimeca; out- The revisions proposed above under categories 1 and 3 eliminate "Chichimeca" as members of the Aztlan Nahuatl groups, substituting either Acolhua (sources 6, 7 and 9) or Tlahuica (sources 11 and 12) in its place. The remaining two references to Chichimeca in the Aztlan migration lists (sources 3 and 5) signify non-Nahuatl Chichimec groups who preceded the Nahuatl groups of the Aztlan theme. These changes produce a more consistent and logical list of migrant groups which may now be analyzed for its chronological implications.
Dating The Arrival Of The Aztlan Migrants
Relative Arrival Order Classification of the migrant groups of the Aztlan theme in Table I follows a general chronological trend evident in those sources which are concerned explicitly with the order of the migrations (sources 1 through 4). As discussed above, the Chichimeca and Michoaque of the Sahaguin A list represent non-Nahuatl migrants who preceded the Nahuatl speaking Aztlan groups; these belong to the "Chichimec" category that has temporal priority. The sources which specifically include the Mexica together with the other Aztlan groups (sources 1, 3, 4, and 6) agree that the Mexica were the last of the migrants, while the remaining sources either imply or state elsewhere that the Mexica followed the other Aztlan groups. Therefore, the remaining Aztlan groups are bracketed temporally between the non-Nahuatl Chichimeca and the Mexica.
This basic chronological scheme for the overall Chichimeca migrations-nonNahuatl Chichimeca followed by the Nahuatl Aztlan groups, and then the Mexica-is further supported by five sources not listed in Table 1 
Mexica.
The term "Culhua," like the terms Chichimeca and Tolteca, has a variety of connotations in the Nahuatl native histories. First, it may refer simply to the inhabitants of Culhuacan in the Basin of Mexico. Second, it is often used to signify the prestige of the Toltec heritage based upon Culhuacan's role first as partner with Tollan (Chimalpahin 1958:14) , and later as Tollan's successor after the fall of the main Toltec capital (see Davies 1977:297-345) . Third, the term may refer to civilized, Nahuatl speaking peoples of central Mexico, synonymous with the generalized meaning of the term Tolteca and opposed to the general non-Nahuatl savage connotation of the term Chichimeca. In the five sources listed above, it is this third definition of Culhua which is employed (although Mendieta confuses Culhua and Acolhua in the passage cited). The Culhua are described by Motolinia (1979:24) as civilized agricultural Nahuatl speaking peoples who migrated to central Mexico after the non-Nahuatl barbarous Chichimeca. This conception fits the Aztlan groups, an identification which is strengthened by Chimalpahin's name for the Aztlan migrants as "chichimecas teocolhuacas" (1965: 66; Chichimeca here is used in its more general connotation of migrant peoples from the north, as opposed to Motolinia's explicit nonNahuatl savage definition). Thus Motolinia, Mendieta, the Origen de los Mexicanos, the Relaci6n de la Genealogia, and the Histoyre du Mechique all provide the same basic chronological structure as the 12 sources that deal explicitly with the Aztlan theme.
Using the orders given in sources 1 through 4, the pre-Mexica Aztlan groups may be divided into an early contingent who settled in the Basin of Mexico, and a later contingent who settled in the surrounding valleys (see Table 1 ). This distinction is quite consistent among sources 1 through 4, there being only one exception (Huexotzinca in source 4) to the principle that all Basin of Mexico groups precede all surrounding valley groups. Among the other sources, whose orderings of the groups are not explicitly said to be temporal orderings, two follow this principle precisely (sources 8 and 10), one follows it generally (source 5), while the remaining five present ambiguous orderings with respect to the geographical division. Based solely upon the data presented in Table 1 and the five additional sources discussed above, the order of arrival of the immigrant groups is:
1. Chichimeca (non-Nahuatl).
Basin of Mexico groups.
3. Surrounding Valley groups.
Mexica.
No attempt is made here to go beyond the above chronological division of the Nahuatl migrant groups from Aztlan. Finer distinctions (e.g., did the Chalca precede the Tepaneca?) are probably beyond the precision of the sources, and the geopolitical significance of such distinctions is probably less than that of the above classification. The temporal ordering of the three Nahuatl groups as derived from the sources on the Aztlan theme is completely relative in nature. Although these sources do not provide specific native dates for the arrival of the migrant groups in central Mexico, many local historical records do give specific native dates for the arrival of Nahuatl migrants in various areas; these sources are considered next.
Arrival Dates
The local histories which give specific dates for the arrival of Nahuatl migrants are in large part independent of the fifteen sources that list the Aztlan groups (see Table 1 ). In those cases where a single source provides both kinds of information (e.g. Chimalpahin 1965 ; Sahagn 1950-69; the Anales de Tlatelolco 1948), the arrival dates and the Aztlan listing are presented separately, and thus probably derive from different original native accounts. In most cases, the arrival dates are said to signal the founding of a town or dynasty, or else the arrival of Chichimeca in an area. In the discussion which follows, individual calendar dates for the arrival of various migrant groups must be treated with caution. Problems and methodological issues in the interpretation of central Mexican native historical chronology are discussed at length elsewhere (see Nicholson 1971 Nicholson , 1978 Davies 1973b Davies , 1977 Davies , 1980 Because of these and other problems, there is a consensus among contemporary scholars that the reliability or accuracy of native calendrical dates drops off with time, and the early-to mid-fourteenth century is often given as the limit to accurate, reliable dates (Nicholson 1971:47,60; Davies 1980:183) . Beyond this point, some authorities deny the validity of chronological analysis (Nicholson 1971 ; although see Nicholson 1978 for a more liberal view), while others pursue chronological studies for earlier times, acknowledging the decreased reliability of native dates for this era (Davies 1977 (Davies , 1980 . The position taken here is that if a number of native dates for a single event converge, then some reliability may be granted for the dating of the event; the greater the number of independent dates and the closer the convergence, the greater the confidence that may be placed in the dating. No attempt is made to date events to the precise year. Given the uncertainties of pre-fourteenth century chronology, a convergence of dates within a decade or so is considered significant. While the native dates for the arrival of the Aztlan migrants are discussed separately for each named group, analysis of the chronology and its implications will proceed on the level of the three categories described in the previous section (Basin of Mexico, Surrounding Valleys, Mexica).
The hypothesis under investigation here is that, if native dates for each of these three main Nahuatl migrant groups cluster in time, and if the ordering of these clusters replicates the order derived from Table 1 above, then the dates may be accepted as generally valid. It should be emphasized again that in most cases the dates used here are derived from sources independent of those listed in Table 1 Northern Puebla
The Relaciones Geograficas of a number of towns in northern Puebla state that the towns were settled by Chichimeca in the thirteenth century. While these towns cannot be specifically matched with any of the named Nahuatl groups of the Aztlan theme, the 
Conclusion
The arrival dates of the Nahuatl migrants discussed above are presented graphically in Table 3 , where the mean arrival date and one standard deviation are indicated for each of the three geographical groups defined previously. The two Northern Basin of Mexico dates are treated separately, because it is not clear how they fit into the geopolitical scheme of central Mexico; although located in the physiographic Basin of Mexico, Hueypochtla and Tezcatepec are not necessarily aligned with any of the named Nahuatl groups and may in fact pertain more to the Surrounding Valley groups. Dates in parentheses in Table 3 Table 3 Arrival Dates for the Nahuatl Groups' It can readily be seen that the order of the mean arrival dates for the three groups-Basin of Mexico, 1195; Surrounding Valleys, 1220; Mexica, 1248-replicates the order for these groups derived from Table 1 above. The independence of the date in Tables I and 3 should perhaps be emphasized again. The convergence of these two data sets suggests strongly that the inferred ordering has historical validity. The standard deviations of the groups, arrival dates increases from 5.2 (Mexica) to 11.2 (Surrounding Valleys) to 35.2 years (Basin of Mexico), indicating less agreement on the earliest dates than on the latest dates. This numerical finding supports the interpretations of Nicholson (1971) , Davies (1977 Davies ( , 1980 and others that historical accuracy or reliability drops off with time in the central Mexican native histories.
With the exception of Tepanec date A and Acolhua dates A, B and C, all of the arrival dates in Table 3 Table 4 The evidence presented in this article shows that while the Aztlan migration chronicles may superficially appear to be fictional origin myths, they in fact preserve valid historical information on population movements in Postclassic central Mexico. This is hardly surprising, because in contrast with "ethnic history" in other parts of the world (e.g., Vansina 1965; Brown 1973) , the Nahautl histories are notable for their written component, their use of an advanced and accurate calendar, and their general emphasis on chronological history. Nicholson (1955; 1971) refers to these characteristics and the attitudes they represent as "chronicle consciousness" and discusses the historiography of the indigenous central Mexican chronicles in some detail. Although individual native accounts cannot be assumed a priori to be historically accurate due to their political and ideological role in 16th century Nahuatl culture, the method used here of comparative analysis compensates for the bias of single chronicles. It is only through such extensive comparison and cross-checking that the reliability of the central Mexican histories can be fully appreciated, and the resulting judgment of the essential historicity of the Aztlan migrations is confirmed by the available linguistic and archaeological data. 
